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DRAFT MINUTES

1.
Welcome

Mr. Norris called the meeting to order and welcomed the Executive Committee (EC) members and other participants.  Ms. Galik gave the antitrust guidance and called the rolls of the Wholesale Electric Quadrant (WEQ) EC members.  Quorum was established.  The agenda for the meeting was adopted without opposition.
2.
Discussion of the Recommendation
Ms. McQuade briefly reviewed the discussions from the single topic conference call.  Mr. Norris said the goal of the vote was to pass standards that the industry found acceptable.  All voters were asked to consider any written comments previously submitted.  They were also encouraged to submit comments with their vote should additional explanations be helpful.  Mr. Wood reviewed the recommendation.  
Main Motion:  A motion to adopt the recommendation on 2008 Annual Plan Item 2.a.vii.1: Conditional Firm Business Practice Standards associated with S&CP Requirements completed in 2008 AP 2.i.1 and Tagging for Conditional Firm Service and additional changes to Rollover templates was made by Ms. Otondo and seconded by Mr. Rodriguez.  
Comment were submitted by OATI which also submitted supplemental comments, BPA, Southern Company, NAESB Standards Review Subcommittee (SRS), PJM/MISO/SPP, EPSA, PJM, MidAmerican Energy, American Wind Energy Association, SRP and Entergy.
Discussion on motions and friendly amendments: PJM, MISO and SPP had three non-substantive clean-up edits that were accepted as friendly amendments by Ms. Otondo and Mr. Rodriguez.  
Mr. Saini reviewed the comments submitted by Entergy regarding the ordering of the sections.  He made a motion to move the biannual assessments section after the management and curtailment section.  The motion was not considered as there was no second.
A friendly amendment was made by Mr. Skiba on behalf of the SRS to change 001-0.nn term Conditional Curtailment Option (CCO) from Transfer Capability to Transmission Capability.  There was discussion on whether the recommended change was substantive.  The request for the friendly amendment was withdrawn because the SRS does not propose substantive changes.
Mr. McGee addressed the comments he submitted on behalf of Southern Company. They were concerned that the proposed standards exceeded the FERC order.  The changes submitted were intended to re-focus on communication protocol and prevent straying into system impact requirements or annual assessments.  He made a motion to delete section n.1 as it was overreaching.  The motion was not considered as there was no second..  He then made a motion to change section n.1.3.1 to reflect language in the document submitted by Southern Company.  Ms. Crockett seconded the motion.  Ms. Weathers said that if the language specific in the OATT covered a topic, the entire section should be removed rather than amended.  Mr. McGee amended the motion to delete section n.1.3.1.  The motion failed (2 in support, 9 opposed).  
A motion was made by Skiba and seconded by Mr. Saini to accept the changes proposed by Entergy to section n.1.3.1.  The motion was accepted by Ms. Otondo and Mr. Rodriguez as a friendly amendment. 
Mr. McGee reintroduced his motion to change section n.1.3.1 to reflect the language submitted by Southern Company, rather than delete section n.1.3.1.  The motion was not considered as there was no second.
Mr. Saini moved to accept the changes as proposed by Entergy on section n.1.4.  Mr. McGee seconded the motion.  The change read (with additions underlined and deletions struck through):

· The Transmission Customer choosing the CCO must choose to either (i) commit to necessary system upgrades in order to receive Long-Term Firm Point-to-Point Transmission Service without the CCO upon completion of the upgrades (i.e., the serviceLong- Term Firm Point-to-Point service with the CCO is an interim or bridge service only) or (ii) receive Long- Term Firm Point-to-Point service with the CCO the service as an alternative to the construction of transmission upgrades with a biennial reassessment of the CCO. The Transmission Customer’s Such choice shall be documented in the service agreement.

The group discussed a potential conflict within the wording that made part of the standard sound mandatory when it was not.  Mr. Saini and Mr. McGee agreed to a friendly amendment removing the phrase related to “biennial reassessment.”  The motion passed unanimously.
Mr. Saini reviewed the proposed Entergy changes to section n.1.5 and moved to have those changes accepted.  Ms. Otondo approved those changes as a friendly amendment.  The change read:
· The Transmission Customer choosing the CCO must also choose either (i) the System-Conditions Criteria or (ii) the Number-of-Hours Criteria.  The Transmission Customer’s Such choice shall be documented in the service agreement.
Mr. Green reviewed EPSA’s proposed changes to section n.1.6 and Mr. Saini reviewed Entergy’s suggested changes to section n.1.6.  Discussion followed as to whether the suggestions changed the intent of the subcommittee’s work.  The standard could be interpreted to imply an impact to multiple reservations rather than a single reservation.  The changes showed that section n.1.6 applied to all current reservations.  Discussion moved away from EPSA’s changes and focused on Entergy’s changes.  The intent was that an entire reservation could be curtailed or none of it could be curtailed.  There was a lengthy discussion regarding whether the entire reservation would become non-firm or partial firm capacity.  The standard as originally presented made the entire reservation conditional.  Ms. McIntire clarified the FERC order – if all conditional firm customers on a particular path to firm service were not upgraded, a company could not sell any conditional firm service on that same path in order to avoid the situation in which a long term firm customer was interrupted before a short term firm customer was interrupted.  Mr. Wood said the subcommittee had discussed the wording at length and the recommendation consisted of the wording combination that met consensus on the meaning of the FERC order.  Ms. Weathers understood that the subcommittee wrote the standards to have implementation differences by design.  An issue arose regarding whether there was enough detail in the standard for transmission providers to implement the requirements.  Mr. Gallagher noted that interpretations are often requested after a standard had passed, which could be employed should questions arise on these standards.  Additional wording to Entergy’s suggestion was discussed, Ms. Weather recommended leaving the wording as it was.  A motion to accept the Entergy changes to section n.1.6 as recommended by Ms. Weathers was made by Mr. Skiba and seconded by Mr. Saini.  The motion passed (13 in support, 2 opposed).  The change read:
· If short term firm capability becomes available that would alleviate the constraint(s) associated with a CCO Reservation becomes available, the Transmission Provider shall ensure the CCO Reservation is not subject to curtailment at the Conditional Curtailment Priority Level prior to offering that short-term firm capability for as Short-Term Firm Point-to-Point Transmission Service to other Transmission Customers.

Mr. Saini moved to accept the Entergy changes to sections n.2, n.2.1 and n.2.1.1.  The motion was not considered as there was no second.
Ms. Weathers moved, and Mr. Saini seconded, to accept Salt River Project’s changes to section n.2.1.2.  The group discussed the various changes submitted by SRP, Southern Company and Entergy.  A friendly amendment to accept Southern Company’s changes was accepted by Ms. Weathers and Mr. Saini.  Mr. Green expressed concern that the changes proposed adversely affected the goal of transparency.  Ms. Weathers supported the changes as they provided more flexibility.  The motion passed  (12 in support, 3 opposed and 1 abstained).  The change read:
· A description of the curtailment criteria or information on how such information may be obtained.  Such service description may consist of a summary of the curtailment criteria, the FERC Docket No. associated with the filed service agreement or revision thereto (once established), or a uniform resource locator (URL) where such documentation may be found.
Mr. Saini’s proposal to accept Entergy’s changes to section n.2.1.4 was accepted as a friendly amendment by Ms. Otondo.  The change read:

· If the CCO Reservation is subject to the Number-of-Hours Criteria, the following information shall be posted for each of the intervals over which a maximum number of curtailment hours applies:

· The start and end date/time for the interval during which a given maximum number of curtailment hours applies;
· The maximum number of curtailment hours for the applicable interval.

· The accumulation of hours hours accumulated toward the maximum number of curtailment hours over for the applicable interval pursuant to Standard 001-n.4.3.

Ms. Weathers moved to accept SRP’s changes to sections n.3.1.2.1; n.3.3; n.3.5.1; n.3.5.2.  Mr. Saini seconded the motion and suggested the inclusion of Entergy’s change to section n.3.3, which was not accepted by Ms. Weathers.  The motion passed unanimously.  The changes read:

· 001-n.3.1.2.1 - Notice of waiver of the Biennial Reassessment shall be provided to the Transmission Customer no less than ninety (90) calendar days prior to the start of the next two-year portion of the service reservation. end of the reassessment period when any change in curtailment condition(s) would otherwise take effect.

· 001-n.3.3 - The Transmission Provider will provide the Biennial Reassessment study results to the Transmission Customer no less than ninety (90) calendar days prior to the start of the next two-year portion of the service reservation. date the current Number of Hours Criteria or System Conditions Criteria are subject to change.
· 001-n.3.5.1 – The Transmission Customer must provide notice to the Transmission Provider at least thirty (30) calendar days prior to the start of the next two-year portion of the service reservation. the date the current Number of Hours Criteria or System Conditions Criteria are subject to change.
· 001-n.3.5.2 - The Transmission Provider shall recall the reserved capacity beginning at the start of the next two-year portion of the service reservation through the end date of the service reservation. for the remaining term of service from the date the current Number of Hours Criteria or System Conditions Criteria would have changed through the end date of the reservation.
A motion was made by Mr. Saini to adopt the changes proposed by Entergy on section n.3.1.2.3.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Pritchard.  The motion passed unanimously.  The change read:
· When the Transmission Provider has made the determination to waive the right to perform a particular Biennial Reassessment, it shall also waive the right to perform all Biennial Reassessment studies for similarly situated CCO Reservations (i.e., those that are limited because of the same constraints or general system limitations) when those Biennial Reassessments are due within 6 months of the study due date of the initial Biennial Reassessment that the Transmission Provider made the determination to waive.  The Transmission Provider shall also waive all Biennial Reassessment studies that are due within 6 months (measured from the study due date of the initial Biennial Reassessment which was waived) for any CCO Reservations that are limited because of the same constraints or general system limitations.
Mr. Saini moved to accept the changes to section n.3.1.2.4 proposed by Entergy; Mr. McGee seconded the motion.  Mr. Skiba asked if Mr. Saini would accept a friendly amendment to strike the language, “or any other Biennial Reassessment subject to the provisions above.” Mr. Saini accepted that friendly amendment to his motion.  Mr. Pritchard’s friendly amendment to strike the word “either” was also accepted by Mr. Saini.  The motion passed (15 in support, 3 opposed, 1 abstained).  The change read:

· Any waiver to perform a Biennial Reassessment by a Transmission Provider shall not affect the right of that Transmission Provider to conduct future Biennial Reassessments for either a CCO on which it has previously waived Biennial Reassessment or any other Biennial Reassessment subject to the provisions above. Any such waiver shall not affect the right of the Transmission Provider to conduct future Biennial Reassessments.
Ms. Weathers’ motion to accept the changes made by SRP to section n.3.5 was not considered as there was no second.

A friendly amendment by Mr. Skiba to accept the corrections to a typographical error submitted by PJM/ISO/SPP on section n.3.5.4 was accepted by Ms. Otondo.  The change corrected the spelling of “forfeited.”  
Mr. Saini moved to add a section proposed by Entergy between sections n.3.6 and n.3.7.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Otondo.  Ms. Weathers stated that she wanted to ensure that this change would be consistent with the changes made in sections n. 3.1.2.1; n.3.3; n.3.5; n.3.5.2.  She made a friendly amendment to the motion to add the language, “the start of the next two-year portion of the service reservation” and delete, “date the current Number-of-Hours Criteria or Systems-Conditions Criteria are subject to change.” These changes were accepted by Mr. Saini.  The motion passed (14 in support, 3 opposed and 1 abstained).  The new section read:
· If the Biennial Reassessment study results indicate that the Transmission Provider can no longer reliably offer the CCO,  the Transmission Provider must provide notice to the Transmission Customer at least ninety (90) calendar days prior to the start of the next two-year portion of the service reservation. date the current Number-of-Hours Criteria or System-Conditions Criteria are subject to change.
Mr. Saini made a friendly amendment to accept the Entergy changes to section n.4.1 but they were not accepted by Ms. Otondo.  Mr. Saini moved to adopt the Entergy changes to section n.4.1 but the motion was not considered as there was no second.
Next, Mr. Saini moved to accept Entergy’s changes to section n.4.2 and Mr. McGee seconded the motion.  Ms. Otondo opposed the motion as it the west does not use TLR procedures.  Mr. Skiba said the change did not have any clarifying language.  Mr. Saini removed the change which referred to TLR, causing Mr. McGee to withdraw his second.  The motion was not considered as there was no second.
Mr. Saini proposed a friendly amendment to section n.4.2.1, which was not accepted by Ms. Otondo.  Mr. Saini moved to have the changes accepted, which was not considered as there was no second.
Ms. Rehman reviewed the changes proposed by BPA to section n.4.2.1 which made the standard more consistent with section n.4.4.2.  Mr. Green reviewed EPSA’s comments.  He noted that the information regarding the conditions affecting whether a customer will receive firm service should be posted so that action can be taken to protect the flow.  Mr. Green moved that EPSA’s comment that, “The Transmission Provider will post on OASIS, information to indicate when any system condition contained within any CCO Reservation that is subject to the System-Conditions Criteria, is in effect which may, alone or in combination with other identified conditions, result in the reduced curtailment priority (that is to non-firm status). Such posting will be made as soon as practicable but not later than 3 hours after the TP becomes aware of the occurrence of the condition.” Mr. Yeung seconded the motion.  Ms. Weathers commented that undertaking system issues while simultaneously addressing OASIS issues would result in an increase in incremental work.  Mr. Wood agreed and added that the incremental work would be unduly burdensome on the transmission providers.  Ms. McIntire noted that AWEA’s comments were similar to EPSA’s and supported the change.  She disagreed that the added work would be multiplied over the contracts.  The motion failed (10 opposed, 6 in support and 4 abstained).  
Mr. Saini proposed a friendly amendment to accept Entergy’s changes to section n.4.2.2, which was not accepted by Ms. Otondo. 
Next, Mr. Saini moved to accept the Entergy changes to section n.4.3, which failed for lack of a second.

Mr. Saini then offered Entergy’s changes to section n.4.4 as a friendly amendment, which was not accepted by Ms. Otondo.  

The next motion by Mr. Saini to accept the Entergy changes to section n.4.4.1 was seconded by Mr. McGee.  The motion passed unanimously.  The change read:
· The Transmission Provider shall unilaterally update the transmission service curtailment priority associated with any Request For Interchange (RFI) or Pending, Confirmed or Implemented Interchange that references such a CCO Reservation to be  such that its curtailment priority is on par equal with to the curtailment priority of Firm Point-to-Point Transmission Service.

Mr. Saini offered a friendly amendment to accept Entergy’s change to section n.4.4.2, which was accepted by Ms. Otondo.  The amendment used the word “using” rather than “via.”
Mr. Skiba proposed a friendly amendment to accept the PJM/ISO/SPP changes to section n.5.1, which was accepted by Ms. Otondo.  The change added the word “Authority” to state “Balancing Authority Areas” at the end of the sentence.
Ms. Rehman addressed the BPA comments on section n.5.2 but no motion was made.  

Ms. Weathers moved to adopt the SRP changes to section n.5.2.2, which was seconded by Mr. Pritchard.  Mr. Saini noted the changes Entergy had to section n.5.2.2 and requested that they be added to the motion.  Mr. Norris stated that he wanted to address SRP and Entergy’s changes individually.  Ms. Weathers’ motion passed unanimously.  The change read:

· In instances where a short-term firm Redirect would not be granted unless the Criteria contained in the Parent Reservation are applied to the Redirect, the Transmission Provider may apply the same System-Conditions Criteria or Number-of-Hours Criteria when granting to such Redirect service. 

Mr. Saini moved to accept Entergy’s changes section n.5.2.2.  The motion was not considered as there was no second.
Next, Mr. Saini addressed Entergy’s changes to section n.5.2.2.1 and moved to have those changes accepted.  The motion was not considered as there was no second.  
Mr. Saini addressed Entergy’s suggested split of section n.5.3.2 between partial transfer and full transfer.  The motion Mr. Saini made to accept those changes died for lack of a second.  

Mr. Saini then proposed additional language regarding non-firm redirect when system conditions differ.  His motion to accept this additional language failed for lack of a second.

Mr. McGee addressed Southen Company’s proposed changes to section n.5.4, which made the following change:

· A CCO Reservation has the same resale rights and restrictions as any other Lond-Term Firm Point-to-Point Transmission Service. may not be resold during any period when a Conditional Curtailment Priority Level may be applied.

 Mr. McGee moved to have those changes accepted.  Mr. Green seconded the motion.  Ms Otondo asked if adopting these changes would require other changes to the document.  Mr. Pritchard noted that if this change was approved there would need to be a review of the standards to ensure there is a provision for the termination of encumbrances.  The motion passed a roll call vote (11 in support, 3 opposed and 4 abstained).  
Mr. Saini addressed Entergy’s suggested change to section n.5.4.1 and moved to accept those changes.  The motion was withdrawn after Ms. Otondo asked if the changes were duplicative of section n.5.4.  Mr. McGee moved to delete section n.5.4.1 as proposed by Southern Company.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Saini.  The motion passed unanimously.

Ms. Weathers moved to adopt the proposed OATI language to section n.5.4.1, which was seconded by Ms. Otondo.  The proposed changes read:

· If all or a portion of a CCO Reservation is resold, any reductions in curtailment priority that would have been applied to the Parent CCO Reservation shall also be applied to the resold capacity, and any curtailment of service at the Conditional Curtailment Priority Level applied to the resold capacity shall be accounted for as if that capacity were scheduled directly in association with the Parent CCO Reservation and logged against that CCO Reservation.  A CCO Reservation not subject to a Conditional Curtailment Priority Level for a given time period will have the same Resale rights as any other Long-Term Firm Point-to-Point Transmission Service for that period.
The motion passed unanimously.

Next, Ms. Weathers addressed the proposed OATI identical changes for redirects.  She moved to delete section n.5.2.2.1 and section n.5.2.2.2 with the addition of OATI’s language in 001-n.xxxx with modifications by SRP as section n.5.2.2.3.  The language read:
· When the Parent CCO Reservation criteria are to be applied to the Short-Term Firm Redirect service, any reductions in curtailment priority that would have been applied to the Parent CCO Reservation shall also be applied to the Redirect reservation, and any curtailment of service at the Conditional Curtailment Priority Level applied to the Redirect capacity shall be accounted for as if that capacity were scheduled directly in association with the Parent CCO Reservation and logged against that Parent CCO Reservation.
Mr. Pritchard seconded the motion and offered a friendly amendment to change the word “shall” to “may.”  Mr. Saini said the language this wording replaced was addressed non-firm redirect and the new language was not clear on that point.  Ms. Weathers said the language to address that issue was in the introductory to the standard.  Mr. Saini offered a friendly amendment to add the term “short-term firm redirect service” which was accepted by Ms. Weathers.  It was agreed upon by Ms. Weathers and Mr. Pritchard that this language would be numbered section n.5.2.2.1.  The motion passed unanimously.
Ms. Otondo moved that the proposed modifications to WEQ-001 be deleted in light of the change made to resale.  This motion was seconded by Ms. Weathers.  The motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Skiba moved to accept the PJM/ISO/SPP change to 001-C.2.  This change read:

· Requirements associated with conditional firm point-to-point service (Conditional Curtailment Option) documented in WEQ-001 Business Practices for Open Access Same Time Information Systems (OASIS), WEQ-002 Business Practices for Open Access Same-Time Information Systems (OASIS) Standards and Communications Protocols and WEQ-013 Business Practices for Open Access Same-Time Information Systems (OASIS) Implementation Guide do not apply to RTOs and ISOs with real-time energy markets.

Ms. Weathers offered a friendly amendment to add the language “Long-Term” in the first sentence before “point-to-point,” which was not accepted by Mr. Skiba.  The motion passed unanimously.

Ms. Otondo asked NAESB staff to compile the changes that were made.  Mr. Wood took an action item as the chair of the subcommittee to form a volunteer task force to address the redlines.  This work would not require the subcommitte to redraft the recommendation but rather make conforming changes.  Mr. Wood, Ms. Weathers and Mr. Pritchard volunteered to do this work.  Mr. Gallagher moved to recess the meeting and reconvene for final approval of the standard.  Ms. Otondo seconded the motion.  The meeting recessed at 4:14 PM Central on July 31, 2008.

The meeting reconvened at 12:00 PM Central on Friday, August 8, 2008.
Mr. Pritchard moved, seconded by Mr. Gallagher to accept the changes submitted by the volunteer task force.  Mr. Wood noted that the task force spent several hours reviewing the recommendation and determined that nine sections of the standards required changes to conform to the changes made at the July 31 meeting.  The changes that follow are highlighted in gray.  
· n.3.5.2- The Transmission Provider shall recall the reserved capacity beginning at the start of the next two-year portion of the service reservation through the end date of the service reservation for the remaining term of service from the date the current Number of Hours Criteria or System Conditions Criteria would have changed through the end date of the reservation. and also for any encumbrances associated with the criteria such as Redirects, Resales, or other reductions in reserved capacity.
· n.3.7- If the Biennial Reassessment study results indicate that the Transmission Provider can no longer reliably offer the CCO,  The Transmission Provider must provide notice to the Transmission Customer at least thirty ninety (90) calendar days prior to the start of the next two-year portion of the service reservation. date the current Number-of-Hours Criteria or System-Conditions Criteria are subject to change. . When such notice is given, the following shall apply:
001-n.3.7.1
The Transmission Provider shall recall the reserved capacity beginning at the start of the next two-year portion of the service reservation through the end date of the service reservation all and also for any encumbrances associated with the criteria such as Redirects, Resales, or other reductions in reserved capacity.

001-n.3.7.2
If required, the Transmission Provider shall amend the service agreement to reflect the new contract termination date.

001-n.3.7.3
Any rollover rights associated with the CCO Reservation shall be forfeited by the Transmission Customer.
· n.3.8- The Transmission Provider shall update the information required under section 001-n.2 to reflect any changes to the System-Conditions Criteria or Number-of-Hours Criteria as a result of the Biennial Reassessment. These changes shall also be applied to any encumbrances associated with the criteria such as Redirects, Resales, or other reductions in reserved capacity.
· 001-11.3.2- With the exception of reservations subject to a Conditional Curtailment Option, the Reseller shall have the right to aggregate multiple reservations into a single Resale provided that each reservation being aggregated is of exactly the same service attribute, priority, product and point of receipt/point of delivery. Long-term Firm Point-to-Point reservations or any other reservations subject to the terms of a Conditional Curtailment Option may not be aggregated to support a Resale.
· 013-2.6.1.4 - If the CCO Reservation is subject to a Resale on the secondary transmission market or a Redirect on a short-term firm basis where the CCO criteria is to be applied to the Redirect service, all curtailment accounting information shall be accumulated against the ORIGINAL (or RENEWAL) parent reservation which was resold or redirected as if all service scheduled under the resold or redirected reservation(s) were scheduled against the parent reservation.  The Transmission Provider shall set PRIMARY_PROVIDER_PROVISIONS to “Y” in each confirmed Resale or Redirect, if applicable, reservation made against capacity granted under a CCO Reservation. In response to a query issued for the cco template, the cco template response shall be identical for each of the applicable Redirect and/or Resale reservations as that returned for the parent CCO Reservation.
· 013-2.6.5.1- (NOTE:  This is not the entire text of 013-2.6.5.1)OASIS or Primary Provider procedures should verify that the transmission reservation identified in RELATED_REF meets all the requirements to support the redirect of transmission rights to the new service points.  This should include the validation that the current rights, the Capacity Available for Redirect, held on that reservation in the amount of the REDIRECT over time have not been encumbered by any other confirmed redirects, resales, schedules, CCO conditions, etc.  This capacity validation may occur at any point in the request process, but shall always be performed prior to setting the REDIRECT STATUS to CONFIRMED.

Once CONFIRMED, the transmission rights held on the RELATED_REF reservation in the amount of the REDIRECT shall be permanently released by the Primary Provider and conveyed to the REDIRECT reservation. The only mechanism for the Transmission Customer to return to the original points of receipt and/or delivery is to submit another REDIRECT request.

The impact on ATC for the reservation identified by RELATED_REF shall be released and the impact of the REDIRECT transaction on ATC shall be accounted for in the amount and over time of the redirect simultaneously.

The impact of the REDIRECT transaction on the reservation(s) identified by RELATED_REF shall be posted and viewable using the reduction template.

OASIS or Primary Provider procedures shall also apply any outstanding conditions that may exist from the Parent CCO Reservation to the REDIRECT reservation, if applicable, (e.g., Number-of-Hours Criteria or System-Conditions Criteria) in accordance with WEQ 001-n.5.2.2.1 and WEQ 013-2.6.1.4. and shall be viewable using the CCO template.
· 013-2.6.7.1 – (NOTE: This is not the entire text of 013-2.6.7.1) The impact of the RESALE transaction on the reservation(s) identified by REASSIGNED_REF shall be posted and viewable using the reduction template. 

OASIS or Primary Provider procedures shall also apply any outstanding conditions that may exist from the Reseller’s reservation to the Assignee’s reservation (e.g., Number-of-Hours Criteria or System-Conditions Criteria) in accordance with WEQ 013-2.6.1.4. and shall be viewable using the CCO template.
· 013-2.6.7.2 – (Note: This is not the entire text of 013-2.6.7.2) The impact of the RESALE transaction on the reservation(s) identified by REASSIGNED_REF shall be posted and viewable using the reduction template.

OASIS or Primary Provider procedures shall also apply any outstanding conditions that may exist from the Reseller’s reservation to the Assignee’s reservation (e.g., Number-of-Hours Criteria or System-Conditions Criteria) in accordance with WEQ 013-2.6.1.4. and shall be viewable using the CCO template.
· On page 74 of the recommendation, additional supporting documentation was included:  The following additional Commission determinations were issued in FERC Order 676-C under Docket Nos. RM05-5-005 issued July 21, 2008: 

59. As the Commission explained in Order No. 890-A, and reiterates above, the reassignment of transmission capacity results in the reseller obtaining the right to schedule the reserved capacity during the period of the reassignment consistent with the original customer’s reservation.42 This applies equally to long-term firm point-to-point service using the conditional firm option adopted in Order No. 890. We conclude that the NAESB standards adequately address resales of conditional firm transactions. WEQ-001-11.1 makes clear that confirmation of a resale “shall also convey any outstanding conditions that may exist on the Parent Reservation (such as conditional approval pursuant to section 13.2(ii) of the OATT).” WEQ-001-11.7 and WEQ-001-11.7.1 also address the transmission provider’s right to nullify resale transactions when a higher priority transaction displaces a lower priority transaction and when those rights apply to conditional firm transactions.

60. Since these standards permit resales of conditional firm transactions and give the transmission provider the right to nullify resales of displaced transactions, we find that the standards address the concerns of Duke and Bonneville about the effective management of conditional firm transactions. If Duke and Bonneville believe that these standards are not workable upon implementation, they may submit a request to NAESB to modify these standards based on their experience with these standards.

61. The Commission finds no reason to reject the industry’s decision to permit a transmission provider to develop a blanket service agreement for resales of conditional firm service. Order No. 890 required only that an original conditional firm service contract would be nonconforming in every case, and thus, would be required to be filed with the Commission for approval. However, we see no reason to prohibit the use of a blanket service agreement for the resale of conditional firm service, since the resale only provides the right to schedule service consistent with the original transmission customer’s reservation, which will be on file with the Commission. We agree with NAESB that the development of a blanket agreement for resales is beneficial because it will help encourage and expedite the processing of resales.
Ms. Otondo accepted the above changes as friendly amendments to the main motion.
Mr. Wood discussed PJM/ISO/SPP’s insertion of 002-4.3.1 to the document’s change log as well as changes to 002-4.3.6 in the change log.  Ms. Otondo accepted those changes as a friendly amendment.
Mr. Wood noted the correction to the numbering of 002-4.3.6.2.1, which was listed twice, that PJM/ISO/SPP submitted with their comments.  He offered a friendly amendment to change the second occurrence to 002-4.3.2.2.  This friendly amendment was accepted by Ms. Otondo.  Mr. Saini discussed Entergy’s change to the new 002-4.3.6.2.2.  He wanted to add the term, “Reassessment Due Time” for clarification.  Discussion followed as to whether it would be more beneficial to change the term now or at a later date.  Ms. McQuade suggested rewording the term to “Reassessment End Time” in an effort to avoid a change of intent.  Mr. Saini accepted Ms. McQuade’s suggestion.  Ms. Otondo accepted the friendly amendment to change “Reassessment Due Time” to “Reassessment End Time” as long as it was a global change in the document.  
Other minor changes were made in WEQ-002 for typographical and numbering errors.  

Mr. Saini proposed a friendly amendment for the addition of “Reassessment End Time” to be defined in the Data Dictionary.  Ms. Otondo accepted the friendly amendment.
Mr. Sorenson offered a friendly amendment to 008-2.1.7, which read: Priority 6. Network Integration Transmission Service from sources not designated as network resources – NN and Long-term Firm Point-to-Point Transmission Service subject to the Conditional Curtailment Priority Level – CF.  The friendly amendment was accepted by Ms. Otondo.

Mr. Wood offered PJM/ISO/SPP’s change to WEQ-013 as a friendly amendment.  The amendment would list sections 013-4.1.5 and 013-4.1.7.2 as updated in the table documenting the summary of changes to this Business Practice.  Ms. Otondo accepted this friendly amendment.
Mr. Saini offered Entergy’s changes to the first paragraph of 013-2.6.1.4 as a friendly amendment.  Ms. Otondo accepted the addition of the word “the” but not the other changes.  Mr. Saini offered Entergy’s changes to the last paragraph of 013-2.6.1.4 as a friendly amendment.  Ms. Otondo did not accept the term “part” changed to “partial” but did accept the rest of the changes as a friendly amendment.
Mr. Saini offered Entergy’s changes to 013-2.6.2 to state, in part, “RENEWAL requests must be submitted on OASIS prior to expiration of the Transmission Customer’s rollover rights as established by the Transmission Provider’s Tariff or business practice.  Ms. Otondo accepted this friendly amendment.  
Ms. McQuade noted that the NAESB office would correct any other typographical or spacing errors.

Mr. Green noted that while he did not approve of the overall standard due to the lack of transparency, he believed that the absence of a conditional firm product would be worse than the recommendation they were considering.  He stated that he will be voting for the recommendation but is no indication that he considers the product as satisfactory.  Mr. Berwager supported Mr. Green.  While BPA has committed to the FERC that it will develop a conditional firm product, he is reluctant to support the proposed standards.  The notion that the reassessment is done yearly is problematic.  Ms. Otondo noted that should BPA’s tariff permits flexibility not present in the standards, and the tariff is approved, the tariff conditions would rule.  Mr. Gallagher noted that the NAESB standards are voluntary and only become mandatory for jurisdictional entities upon Commission action.  BPA is not FERC jurisdictional for the purpose of these standards.
Ms. McQuade reminded EC members that they can provide comments with their votes.  The comments provided with vote would become part of the voting record, and would provide context and rationale for the vote cast.  Mr. Gallagher suggested that undecided EC members not answer when their name is called so that they can receive a notational ballot.  

Vote on the main motion with amendments and friendly amendments:  A vote on the motion to adopt the recommended standard: 2008 AP 2.a.i.2 and 2008 AP 2.a.vii.1 – Conditional Firm Business Practice Standards associated with S&CP Requirements completed in 2008 AP 2(a)(i)(1) and Tagging for Conditional Firm Service.  The result was indeterminate.  The motion required a super-majority vote as it was a motion to add new standards, modify or delete existing standards.  A notational ballot will be distributed to the WEQ EC members who did not cast a vote.  
3.
New Business

There was no new business to discuss.
4.
Adjourn

Ms. Otondo moved to adjourn and Mr. Berwager seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned at 2:01 PM Central. 
5.
Voting Record and Attendance – July 31 and August 8, 2008
	2008 EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE TERMS – Wholesale Electric Quadrant

	Attendance
	
	
	

	7-31-08
	8-8-08
	M1
	EC Member/Alternate
	Company/Affiliation

	Transmission Segment 
	Sub -Segment

	Phone
	
	Y (NB)
	Patrick McGovern 
	Georgia Transmission Corporation
	Muni/Coop

	Phone
	Phone 
	Y
	W Weathers alt. for S Cobb
	Salt River Project
	Fed/State/Prov.

	Phone
	Phone
	A (NB)
	Daryl McGee alt. for D Ulch
	Southern Company Services
	IOU

	Phone
	Phone
	Y (NB)
	Narinder Saini alt. for E Davis
	Entergy Services, Inc.
	IOU

	
	
	A (NB)
	Julie Voeck
	American Transmission Company
	ITC

	Phone
	Phone
	Y
	Marcie Otondo alt. for B Harshbarger 
	Puget Sound Energy
	at large

	Phone
	Phone
	Y
	Michelle Mizumori
	WECC
	At-Large

	Generation Segment 
	Sub -Segment

	Phone
	Phone
	Y
	William J. Gallagher 
	Vermont Public Power Supply Authority
	Muni/Coop

	Phone
	Phone
	Y
	Kathy York
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	Fed/State/Prov.

	Phone
	
	Y (NB)
	Jalal Babik
	Dominion Resource Services, Inc.
	IOU

	Phone
	
	Y (NB)
	John Ciza
	Southern Company Services
	IOU

	
	
	Y (NB)
	Ron Mucci 
	Integra Power Group LLC
	Merchant

	Phone
	
	N (NB)
	Gary Hinners
	Reliant Energy, Inc.
	at large

	
	
	
	Neal Balu
	Wisconsin Public Service Corporation
	at large

	Marketers/Brokers Segment 
	Sub -Segment

	Phone
	
	Y (NB)
	Clay A. Norris
	North Carolina Municipal Power Agency #1
	Muni/Coop

	Phone
	
	Y (NB)
	Valerie Crockett for B. Thornton
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	Fed/State/Prov.

	
	
	Y (NB)
	Ralph Honeycutt
	SUEZ Energy Marketing NA, Inc.
	Not IOU Affiliated

	
	
	Y (NB)
	Mark Mitchell
	Salt River Project
	at large

	
	
	Y (NB)
	John Apperson
	PacifiCorp Energy
	IOU

	Phone
	Phone
	Y
	Barry Green
	Electric Power Supply Association (EPSA))
	at large

	Distribution/Load Serving Entities (LSE) segment ) 
	Sub -Segment t

	
	
	
	Robert Williams 
	Florida Municipal Power Agency
	Muni/Coop

	
	Phone
	
	W. Shannon Black
	Sacramento Municipal Utility District
	Muni/Coop

	Phone
	Phone
	Y
	Alan Pritchard 
	Duke Energy Corporation
	IOU

	
	
	Y (NB)
	Jeffrey C. Mueller
	Public Service Electric and Gas Company
	IOU

	
	
	Y (NB)
	Robert Martinko 
	FirstEnergy Service Company
	at large

	
	Phone
	N
	Syd Berwager
	Bonneville Power Administration
	Other

	Phone
	
	Y (NB)
	Andy Rodriquez
	NERC
	At-Large

	End Users Segment 
	Sub -Segment

	Phone
	
	Y (NB)
	Lou Ann Westerfield
	Idaho Public Utilities Commission, rep. NARUC
	Regulator

	Phone
	Phone
	Y (NB)
	Paul Sorenson 
	Open Access Technology International, Inc.
	At-Large

	Independent Grid Operators/Planners 

	
	
	Y (NB)
	Stu Bresler
	PJM Interconnection

	Phone
	
	
	Jim Castle 
	New York Independent System Operator, Inc.

	
	
	Y (NB)
	Matt Goldberg
	ISO New England, Inc.

	Phone
	
	Y (NB)
	Paul Wattles for J. Mickey
	Electric Reliability Council of Texas

	Phone
	
	Y (NB)
	Ed Skiba
	Midwest ISO

	Phone
	
	Y (NB)
	Charles Yeung 
	Southwest Power Pool

	Totals as of 10-20-08:
	Votes possible
	Votes Cast
	Percentage Affirmative Votes Cast
	Reaching the 40% Segment Affirmative Vote Threshold?

	
	
	Super Majority
M1
	M1
	M1

	TOTAL – (preballot)
	35
	7   affirmative
 0  in opposition
0  abstention
   ballots unreturned
	
	

	Results with ballot
	Motion Passes
	27 affirmative
2 in opposition
2 abstention
4 ballots unreturned
	77%
	All segments reached the 40% affirmative vote threshold


Motions:

M1
Motion 1 was made by Marcie Otondo, seconded by Andy Rodriguez, to accept the proposed Recommendation 2008 Annual Plan Item 2.a.vii.1: Conditional Firm Business Practice Standards associated with S&CP Requirements completed in 2008 AP 2.i.1 and Tagging for Conditional Firm Service and additional changes to Rollover templates with various amendments and friendly amendments.  The motion required a super-majority vote as it was a motion to add new standards, modify or delete existing standards.  To complete the record and determine the vote, a notational ballot was distributed to absent WEQ EC members.
Notes: 

· In the voting column, a blank indicates that the EC member was not present or did not answer when the vote was called.  Y, N or A is used to denote ballots received with affirmative, opposition or abstention votes.  
· A vote of “Abstain” in the voting column of a super-majority vote has the same effect as a negative vote and contributes as such to the overall result, but the submitter is casting a vote that is neither in support nor in opposition.  
· A notational ballot was sent out August 8 with an expected return date of August 15.
6. 
Other Participants
	Other Participant Attendance

	Participant
	Organization
	July 31, 2008
	August 8, 2008

	Denise Rager
	NAESB
	Phone
	Phone

	Cory Galik
	NAESB
	Phone
	Phone

	Rae McQuade
	NAESB
	Phone
	Phone

	Jonathan Booe
	NAESB
	Phone
	Phone

	Barbara Rehman
	BPA
	Phone
	Phone

	JT Wood
	Southern Company
	
	Phone

	Jill Webb
	Preferred Legal Services
	Phone
	Phone

	Steve Greenleaf
	California ISO
	Phone
	

	Dean Ulch
	Southern Company
	Phone
	Phone

	Laura Trolese
	BPA
	Phone
	

	Dennis Kimm
	MidAmerican Energy
	Phone
	

	Natalie McIntire
	AWEA
	Phone
	

	Marilyn Franz
	SPPC/NEVP
	
	Phone

	Yarrow Etheredge
	Entergy
	Phone
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